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 ﾠfor	 ﾠRomanticism	 ﾠ
Organizer:	 ﾠAndrew	 ﾠWarren	 ﾠ(Harvard)	 ﾠ
Participants:	 ﾠMark	 ﾠAlgee-ﾭ‐Hewitt	 ﾠ(Stanford),	 ﾠIan	 ﾠBalfour	 ﾠ(York),	 ﾠKir	 ﾠKuiken	 ﾠ(SUNY	 ﾠ
Albany),	 ﾠYoon	 ﾠSun	 ﾠLee	 ﾠ(Wellesley),	 ﾠJon	 ﾠKlancher	 ﾠ(Carnegie	 ﾠMellon),	 ﾠMatthew	 ﾠOcheltree	 ﾠ
(Harvard)	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Our	 ﾠroundtable	 ﾠwas	 ﾠdesigned	 ﾠto	 ﾠthink	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠuse	 ﾠ(and	 ﾠalso	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmisuse,	 ﾠor	 ﾠeven	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠdisavowal)	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheory	 ﾠin	 ﾠrecent	 ﾠRomantic	 ﾠstudies.	 ﾠ	 ﾠThe	 ﾠhope—a	 ﾠhope	 ﾠthat	 ﾠwas	 ﾠ
fulfilled—was	 ﾠto	 ﾠopen	 ﾠup	 ﾠa	 ﾠdiscussion	 ﾠaddressing	 ﾠa	 ﾠwide,	 ﾠand	 ﾠin	 ﾠsome	 ﾠcases	 ﾠ
ostensibly	 ﾠconflicted,	 ﾠrange	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheoretical	 ﾠapproaches	 ﾠand	 ﾠcommitments	 ﾠto	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
within	 ﾠRomanticism,	 ﾠmore	 ﾠbroadly	 ﾠconceived.	 ﾠ	 ﾠAt	 ﾠthe	 ﾠvery	 ﾠleast,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠthought	 ﾠit	 ﾠmight	 ﾠ
help	 ﾠdefine	 ﾠor	 ﾠproblematize	 ﾠsome	 ﾠimportant	 ﾠterms,	 ﾠconcepts	 ﾠand	 ﾠquestions	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
field.	 ﾠ	 ﾠBut	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠan	 ﾠapproach	 ﾠraises	 ﾠan	 ﾠobvious	 ﾠseries	 ﾠof	 ﾠsecond-ﾭ‐order	 ﾠconcerns:	 ﾠWhat	 ﾠ
counts	 ﾠas	 ﾠ“theory,”	 ﾠand	 ﾠwho’s	 ﾠcounting?	 ﾠ	 ﾠHow	 ﾠis	 ﾠtheory	 ﾠlimited	 ﾠor	 ﾠactuated	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
“concepts,”	 ﾠor	 ﾠterms,	 ﾠor	 ﾠquestions,	 ﾠor	 ﾠparticular	 ﾠarchives?	 ﾠ	 ﾠWhat	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrelationship	 ﾠ
between	 ﾠtheory	 ﾠand	 ﾠmethod?	 ﾠ	 ﾠHow	 ﾠdo	 ﾠwe	 ﾠas	 ﾠRomanticists	 ﾠseem	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠengaging	 ﾠwith	 ﾠ
theory,	 ﾠnow?	 ﾠ	 ﾠAnd	 ﾠrelatedly:	 ﾠhow	 ﾠshould	 ﾠwe,	 ﾠwhy	 ﾠshould	 ﾠwe,	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠshould	 ﾠwe?	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Because	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠrichness	 ﾠand	 ﾠdiversity	 ﾠof	 ﾠapproaches,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconference	 ﾠorganizers	 ﾠ
smartly	 ﾠsaw	 ﾠfit	 ﾠto	 ﾠsplit	 ﾠthe	 ﾠroundtable	 ﾠinto	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠparts.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ“Theory	 ﾠfor	 ﾠRomanticism,”	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
first,	 ﾠaddressed	 ﾠa	 ﾠrange	 ﾠof	 ﾠusual,	 ﾠand	 ﾠnot-ﾭ‐so-ﾭ‐usual,	 ﾠsuspects	 ﾠin	 ﾠnovel	 ﾠways:	 ﾠDerrida,	 ﾠ
Foucault,	 ﾠAgamben,	 ﾠBenjamin,	 ﾠde	 ﾠMan,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠalso	 ﾠDeleuze,	 ﾠBadiou,	 ﾠSchmitt,	 ﾠ
Chakrabarty,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ“new	 ﾠmaterialisms”	 ﾠand	 ﾠ“new	 ﾠformalisms”	 ﾠof	 ﾠJane	 ﾠBennett,	 ﾠ
Marjorie	 ﾠLevinson	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSpeculative	 ﾠRealists.	 ﾠ	 ﾠThe	 ﾠsecond	 ﾠsession,	 ﾠ“Theories	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
Romanticism,”	 ﾠengaged	 ﾠwith	 ﾠ“larger	 ﾠscale”	 ﾠversions	 ﾠof	 ﾠor	 ﾠapproaches	 ﾠto	 ﾠtheory:	 ﾠ
systems,	 ﾠfields,	 ﾠdistant	 ﾠreading,	 ﾠnetworks,	 ﾠentanglement	 ﾠand	 ﾠdigital	 ﾠhumanities.	 ﾠ	 ﾠIn	 ﾠ
both	 ﾠsessions,	 ﾠeach	 ﾠcritical	 ﾠassessment	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠtheory	 ﾠwas	 ﾠillustrated	 ﾠor	 ﾠcomplicated	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
an	 ﾠaccompanying	 ﾠliterary	 ﾠtext.	 ﾠ	 ﾠThese,	 ﾠtoo,	 ﾠrepresented	 ﾠa	 ﾠbroad	 ﾠsweep	 ﾠof	 ﾠRomantic	 ﾠ
authors	 ﾠand	 ﾠgenres:	 ﾠAusten’s	 ﾠEmma	 ﾠand	 ﾠScott’s	 ﾠTales	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠCrusaders;	 ﾠ
Wordsworth’s	 ﾠpoetic	 ﾠcorpus	 ﾠ(digitally	 ﾠmapped)	 ﾠand	 ﾠShelley’s	 ﾠPrometheus	 ﾠUnbound;	 ﾠ
Fichte’s	 ﾠScience	 ﾠof	 ﾠKnowing	 ﾠand	 ﾠSchlegel’s	 ﾠAthenaeum	 ﾠFragments;	 ﾠColeridge’s	 ﾠ
Biographia,	 ﾠhis	 ﾠnotebooks,	 ﾠand	 ﾠThe	 ﾠFriend.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Historically,	 ﾠtheory	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠan	 ﾠelusive	 ﾠobject	 ﾠof	 ﾠstudy.	 ﾠ	 ﾠThe	 ﾠAmerican	 ﾠterm	 ﾠ
famously	 ﾠbaffled	 ﾠthe	 ﾠFrench,	 ﾠsome	 ﾠof	 ﾠwhom	 ﾠwere	 ﾠsurprised	 ﾠto	 ﾠfind	 ﾠthemselves	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
center	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnew	 ﾠmovement	 ﾠor	 ﾠcritical	 ﾠpractice.	 ﾠ	 ﾠEven	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsupposed	 ﾠ“death	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
theory”	 ﾠevades	 ﾠdefinition	 ﾠor	 ﾠdating.	 ﾠ	 ﾠTerry	 ﾠEagleton’s	 ﾠAfter	 ﾠTheory	 ﾠwas	 ﾠpublished	 ﾠ
more	 ﾠthan	 ﾠa	 ﾠdecade	 ﾠago,	 ﾠand	 ﾠDerrida	 ﾠhas	 ﾠspoken	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠwaning	 ﾠor	 ﾠfall	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheory	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
beginning	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠearly	 ﾠ1970’s,	 ﾠjust	 ﾠa	 ﾠhandful	 ﾠof	 ﾠyears	 ﾠafter	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ1966	 ﾠJohns	 ﾠHopkins	 ﾠ
conference	 ﾠthat	 ﾠallegedly	 ﾠstarted	 ﾠit	 ﾠall.	 ﾠ	 ﾠBut	 ﾠit’s	 ﾠa	 ﾠfalling,	 ﾠhe	 ﾠsays,	 ﾠthat	 ﾠcontinues	 ﾠto	 ﾠfall	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠfall	 ﾠand	 ﾠfall.	 ﾠ	 ﾠLacking	 ﾠan	 ﾠagreed-ﾭ‐upon	 ﾠpositive	 ﾠcontent,	 ﾠover	 ﾠthe	 ﾠyears	 ﾠtheory	 ﾠhas	 ﾠ
therefore	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠdefined	 ﾠagainst	 ﾠa	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠother	 ﾠfields	 ﾠand	 ﾠpositions:	 ﾠagainst	 ﾠ
history	 ﾠand	 ﾠvarying	 ﾠkinds	 ﾠof	 ﾠhistoricism;	 ﾠagainst	 ﾠcultural	 ﾠstudies,	 ﾠor	 ﾠidentity	 ﾠpolitics;	 ﾠ
against	 ﾠanalytic	 ﾠphilosophy,	 ﾠor	 ﾠphilosophy	 ﾠqua	 ﾠstriving-ﾭ‐after-ﾭ‐truth	 ﾠmore	 ﾠgenerally;	 ﾠ
against	 ﾠmethod	 ﾠor	 ﾠunreflective	 ﾠpractice;	 ﾠagainst	 ﾠthe	 ﾠalleged	 ﾠsocial	 ﾠor	 ﾠpolitical	 ﾠconditions	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠgave	 ﾠrise	 ﾠto	 ﾠit.	 ﾠ	 ﾠTheory	 ﾠhas	 ﾠeven,	 ﾠwith	 ﾠPaul	 ﾠde	 ﾠMan,	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠdefined	 ﾠ
against	 ﾠitself.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
And	 ﾠyet	 ﾠin	 ﾠmany	 ﾠof	 ﾠthese	 ﾠnegative	 ﾠdefinitions,	 ﾠRomanticism	 ﾠaccompanies	 ﾠeither	 ﾠ
theory	 ﾠor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠthing	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠworking	 ﾠagainst.	 ﾠ	 ﾠWhy?	 ﾠ	 ﾠOne	 ﾠreason,	 ﾠas	 ﾠIan	 ﾠBalfour	 ﾠexplained	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠhis	 ﾠintroductory	 ﾠremarks,	 ﾠis	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmajority	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheorists	 ﾠwhom	 ﾠour	 ﾠprofession	 ﾠ
esteems	 ﾠhave	 ﾠdone	 ﾠsignificant—and	 ﾠoften	 ﾠearly—work	 ﾠon	 ﾠRomantic	 ﾠwriters.	 ﾠ
Benjamin’s	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠextended	 ﾠtext	 ﾠwas	 ﾠa	 ﾠdissertation	 ﾠon	 ﾠThe	 ﾠConcept	 ﾠof	 ﾠCriticism	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
German	 ﾠRomanticism;	 ﾠFoucault	 ﾠwrote	 ﾠa	 ﾠdissertation	 ﾠon	 ﾠKant,	 ﾠand	 ﾠHabermas	 ﾠwrote	 ﾠ
one	 ﾠon	 ﾠSchelling;	 ﾠOf	 ﾠGrammatology	 ﾠread	 ﾠRousseau;	 ﾠButler	 ﾠearly	 ﾠon	 ﾠanalyzed	 ﾠHegel	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠhis	 ﾠFrench	 ﾠreaders,	 ﾠand	 ﾠfor	 ﾠSaid	 ﾠmodern	 ﾠOrientalism	 ﾠbegan	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlate-ﾭ‐
eighteenth	 ﾠand	 ﾠearly-ﾭ‐nineteenth	 ﾠcenturies;	 ﾠZizek’s	 ﾠrecent	 ﾠwork	 ﾠhas	 ﾠoften	 ﾠ
emphasized	 ﾠthe	 ﾠphilosophy	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠKant	 ﾠand	 ﾠHegel	 ﾠover	 ﾠMarx	 ﾠor	 ﾠLacan;	 ﾠeven	 ﾠ
Spivak,	 ﾠwho	 ﾠstudied	 ﾠwith	 ﾠde	 ﾠMan	 ﾠat	 ﾠYale,	 ﾠwrote	 ﾠa	 ﾠthesis	 ﾠon	 ﾠa	 ﾠ“late	 ﾠRomantic”	 ﾠpoet,	 ﾠ
Yeats.	 ﾠ	 ﾠConsidered	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠway,	 ﾠtheory	 ﾠmight	 ﾠbe	 ﾠdefined	 ﾠnot	 ﾠexactly	 ﾠin	 ﾠitself,	 ﾠyet	 ﾠ
positively	 ﾠwith	 ﾠrespect	 ﾠto	 ﾠsomething	 ﾠelse:	 ﾠtheory	 ﾠfor	 ﾠRomanticism.	 ﾠ	 ﾠThis	 ﾠ
formulation’s	 ﾠnecessary	 ﾠobverse	 ﾠis,	 ﾠof	 ﾠcourse,	 ﾠRomanticism	 ﾠfor	 ﾠtheory.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠfirst	 ﾠsession	 ﾠcohered	 ﾠin	 ﾠlarge	 ﾠpart	 ﾠaround	 ﾠthe	 ﾠproblem	 ﾠof	 ﾠorigins,	 ﾠdespite	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
fact	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmany	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtheories	 ﾠand	 ﾠliterary	 ﾠtexts	 ﾠunder	 ﾠdiscussion	 ﾠresisted	 ﾠthe	 ﾠvery	 ﾠ
concept	 ﾠof	 ﾠan	 ﾠorigin.	 ﾠ	 ﾠIn	 ﾠan	 ﾠinnovative	 ﾠdialog	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠFoucault	 ﾠand	 ﾠAgamben	 ﾠon	 ﾠ
archaeology	 ﾠand	 ﾠScott’s	 ﾠlate	 ﾠwork,	 ﾠMatthew	 ﾠOcheltree	 ﾠillustrated	 ﾠthis	 ﾠtension	 ﾠ
between	 ﾠthe	 ﾠneed	 ﾠto	 ﾠassume	 ﾠan	 ﾠorigin	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠimpossibility	 ﾠof	 ﾠever	 ﾠfinding	 ﾠor	 ﾠ
defining	 ﾠone.	 ﾠ	 ﾠFor	 ﾠScott,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtelos	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠchivalric	 ﾠadventure	 ﾠis	 ﾠactually	 ﾠa	 ﾠvoid,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
movement	 ﾠof	 ﾠromance's	 ﾠreturn	 ﾠto	 ﾠorigins	 ﾠis	 ﾠitself	 ﾠa	 ﾠwager	 ﾠwithout	 ﾠguarantee	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
return.	 ﾠ	 ﾠOrigins	 ﾠare	 ﾠnever	 ﾠsingular,	 ﾠor	 ﾠrecuperable,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠis	 ﾠprecisely	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠmakes	 ﾠ
them	 ﾠgenerative	 ﾠfor	 ﾠimaginatively	 ﾠreopening	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfuture’s	 ﾠpossibilities.	 ﾠ	 ﾠA	 ﾠstriking	 ﾠ
example	 ﾠof	 ﾠthis	 ﾠparadox	 ﾠwas	 ﾠdeveloped	 ﾠin	 ﾠKir	 ﾠKuiken’s	 ﾠexploration	 ﾠof	 ﾠColeridge’s	 ﾠ
political	 ﾠtheology.	 ﾠ	 ﾠColeridge	 ﾠdevelops	 ﾠa	 ﾠdivided	 ﾠnotion	 ﾠof	 ﾠsovereignty	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠhas	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
regulate	 ﾠand	 ﾠconstitute	 ﾠits	 ﾠauthority	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠalso	 ﾠaccounting	 ﾠfor	 ﾠits	 ﾠnecessary	 ﾠ
pageantry	 ﾠand	 ﾠfictionality,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠimpossibility	 ﾠof	 ﾠit	 ﾠever	 ﾠgrounding	 ﾠitself	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠsufficient	 ﾠ
anteriority.	 ﾠ	 ﾠSuch	 ﾠa	 ﾠpull	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠorigin,	 ﾠindeed,	 ﾠoften	 ﾠappears	 ﾠpremised	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠorigin’s	 ﾠ
incoherence.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Perhaps	 ﾠaccompanying	 ﾠthis	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpull	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheory.	 ﾠ	 ﾠIan	 ﾠBalfour	 ﾠsuggested,	 ﾠfor	 ﾠinstance,	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠaesthetic	 ﾠexperience	 ﾠdemands	 ﾠtheory,	 ﾠeven	 ﾠif	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtheory	 ﾠwe	 ﾠultimately	 ﾠ
construct	 ﾠfinds	 ﾠSianne	 ﾠNgai’s	 ﾠcategories	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠzany,	 ﾠcute	 ﾠand	 ﾠinteresting	 ﾠmore	 ﾠ
useful	 ﾠthan	 ﾠKant’s	 ﾠbeautiful	 ﾠand	 ﾠsublime.	 ﾠ	 ﾠThinking	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠpotential	 ﾠways	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
reorganizing	 ﾠour	 ﾠaesthetic	 ﾠmodels	 ﾠwas	 ﾠprecisely	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtask	 ﾠthat	 ﾠYoon	 ﾠSun	 ﾠLee	 ﾠset	 ﾠ
herself	 ﾠin	 ﾠusing	 ﾠrecent	 ﾠtheories	 ﾠof	 ﾠform	 ﾠand	 ﾠmaterialism	 ﾠto	 ﾠread	 ﾠJane	 ﾠAusten	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
Gothic	 ﾠnovels.	 ﾠ	 ﾠSuch	 ﾠthinking,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠprivileges	 ﾠmolecular	 ﾠassemblages	 ﾠand	 ﾠroving	 ﾠ
intensities	 ﾠover	 ﾠreceived	 ﾠideas	 ﾠof	 ﾠplot	 ﾠand	 ﾠcharacter,	 ﾠmight,	 ﾠLee	 ﾠsuggested,	 ﾠbe	 ﾠa	 ﾠway	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠresist	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠTilottama	 ﾠRajan	 ﾠhas	 ﾠcalled	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ“retrodetermination	 ﾠof	 ﾠRomanticism”	 ﾠ
by	 ﾠthe	 ﾠVictorian	 ﾠNovel.	 ﾠ	 ﾠPerhaps	 ﾠan	 ﾠimportant	 ﾠintervention	 ﾠmade	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpanel	 ﾠwas	 ﾠ
giving	 ﾠus	 ﾠnew	 ﾠtools	 ﾠto	 ﾠwork	 ﾠwith	 ﾠRomanticism’s	 ﾠ“Big	 ﾠTwo,”	 ﾠScott	 ﾠand	 ﾠAusten.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠsecond	 ﾠsession	 ﾠpicked	 ﾠup	 ﾠmany	 ﾠthreads	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfirst,	 ﾠincluding	 ﾠa	 ﾠdesire	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
articulate	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnotion	 ﾠof	 ﾠsystem	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠguises.	 ﾠ	 ﾠWorking	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
“systems”	 ﾠand	 ﾠ“fields”	 ﾠtheories	 ﾠof	 ﾠLuhmann	 ﾠand	 ﾠBourdieu,	 ﾠJon	 ﾠKlancher	 ﾠexplored	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
puzzling	 ﾠaside	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠColeridge’s	 ﾠTable	 ﾠTalk,	 ﾠstating	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ“there	 ﾠhave	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠthree	 ﾠsilent	 ﾠ
revolutions	 ﾠin	 ﾠEngland.”	 ﾠ	 ﾠKlancher’s	 ﾠstartling	 ﾠconclusion	 ﾠwas	 ﾠthat	 ﾠin	 ﾠthinking	 ﾠabout	 ﾠ
these	 ﾠkinds	 ﾠof	 ﾠissues	 ﾠColeridge	 ﾠdeveloped	 ﾠa	 ﾠkind	 ﾠof	 ﾠMethod	 ﾠ(rather	 ﾠthan	 ﾠa	 ﾠ“Theory”)	 ﾠ
which	 ﾠcould	 ﾠcut	 ﾠacross,	 ﾠlink	 ﾠand	 ﾠrearrange	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdifferentiation	 ﾠof	 ﾠfields	 ﾠthat	 ﾠhe	 ﾠsaw	 ﾠ
happening	 ﾠin	 ﾠstep	 ﾠwith	 ﾠcapitalism’s	 ﾠgrowing	 ﾠreach.	 ﾠThat	 ﾠMethod	 ﾠplaced	 ﾠscientific,	 ﾠ
philosophical/academic,	 ﾠand	 ﾠreligious	 ﾠdomains	 ﾠin	 ﾠnew	 ﾠproximities	 ﾠto	 ﾠeach	 ﾠother,	 ﾠ
without	 ﾠ“de-ﾭ‐differentiating”	 ﾠthem.	 ﾠ	 ﾠAndrew	 ﾠWarren	 ﾠwas	 ﾠbe	 ﾠtempted	 ﾠto	 ﾠcall	 ﾠthis	 ﾠ
connection-ﾭ‐without-ﾭ‐fusion	 ﾠentanglement,	 ﾠa	 ﾠtrope	 ﾠhe	 ﾠsaw	 ﾠincreasingly	 ﾠdeployed	 ﾠ
across	 ﾠgenres	 ﾠand	 ﾠdiscourses	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠRomantic	 ﾠera—in	 ﾠlyric,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnovel,	 ﾠand	 ﾠnarrative	 ﾠ
poetry;	 ﾠphilosophy,	 ﾠscience	 ﾠand	 ﾠhistory;	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdomestic,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlegal,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeconomic.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
One	 ﾠof	 ﾠentanglement’s	 ﾠfunctions	 ﾠis	 ﾠto	 ﾠrange	 ﾠacross	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠcategories	 ﾠand	 ﾠscales.	 ﾠ	 ﾠIt	 ﾠ
uneasily	 ﾠlinks	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmacro	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmicro,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠideational	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmaterial,	 ﾠwhole	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
part,	 ﾠpast	 ﾠand	 ﾠpresent.	 ﾠ	 ﾠEntanglement	 ﾠenables	 ﾠa	 ﾠkind	 ﾠof	 ﾠconceptual	 ﾠmovement	 ﾠacross	 ﾠ
seemingly	 ﾠunlike	 ﾠregisters	 ﾠeven	 ﾠas	 ﾠit	 ﾠwould	 ﾠseem	 ﾠto	 ﾠdisable	 ﾠthat,	 ﾠor	 ﾠany,	 ﾠmovement.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Mark	 ﾠAlgee-ﾭ‐Hewitt	 ﾠtheorized	 ﾠan	 ﾠemerging	 ﾠ(and	 ﾠunder-ﾭ‐theorized)	 ﾠfield,	 ﾠDigital	 ﾠ
Humanities.	 ﾠ	 ﾠMark	 ﾠdiscussed	 ﾠhis	 ﾠwork	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠStanford	 ﾠLiterary	 ﾠLab,	 ﾠasking	 ﾠhow	 ﾠnew	 ﾠ
technologies	 ﾠand	 ﾠarchives	 ﾠmake	 ﾠus	 ﾠrethink	 ﾠstandard	 ﾠliterary	 ﾠcategories:	 ﾠcorpus,	 ﾠ
authorship,	 ﾠtext	 ﾠand	 ﾠstyle.	 ﾠ	 ﾠWhat	 ﾠhappens,	 ﾠfor	 ﾠinstance,	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠwe	 ﾠcan	 ﾠtopologically	 ﾠ
map	 ﾠGoethe’s	 ﾠor	 ﾠWordsworth’s	 ﾠentire	 ﾠoeuvre?	 ﾠ	 ﾠWhat	 ﾠkinds	 ﾠof	 ﾠtheory	 ﾠcan	 ﾠor	 ﾠshould	 ﾠ
we	 ﾠapply	 ﾠto	 ﾠthose	 ﾠmethodologies,	 ﾠand	 ﾠhow	 ﾠin	 ﾠturn	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnew	 ﾠmethodologies	 ﾠinform	 ﾠor	 ﾠ
alter	 ﾠour	 ﾠprior	 ﾠcritical	 ﾠand	 ﾠliterary	 ﾠcommitments?	 ﾠ	 ﾠAcross	 ﾠboth	 ﾠsessions,	 ﾠperhaps	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
most	 ﾠsingular	 ﾠtakeaway	 ﾠtook	 ﾠthe	 ﾠform	 ﾠof	 ﾠan	 ﾠimperative:	 ﾠto	 ﾠunfold	 ﾠnew	 ﾠtheories	 ﾠ
worthy	 ﾠof	 ﾠboth	 ﾠthe	 ﾠworks	 ﾠwe	 ﾠread,	 ﾠand	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpresent.	 ﾠ